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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION vill

999 18th STREET - SUITE 500
DENVER, COLORADO 80202-2466

8HWM-FF

Mr. Richard Schassburger
Department of Energy
Rocky Flats Offaice

P O Box 928

Golden,

CO 80402-0928

CERIEE]

BEe82904 1

re- Pond Water Management IM/IRA

EPA has reviewed your November 22, 1993 submittal of the

|
rear Mr. Schassburger-

Draft Decision Document for the Pond Water Management IM/IRA
Our comments are attached It has been agreed with CDH that EPA
will act as lead regulatory agency and make the approval
determination for the subject document EPA comments must be
addressed in the final submittal. Comments submitted by CDH must

be addressed to the satisfaction of EPA.
the comments 1s such that i1t may take some discussion and

negotiation to reach a resolution.

The nature of many of

We look forward to working

with your staff to resolve these issues informally and avoid any
additional submittals prior to the fainal.

ccC.

We appreciate your efforts to move forward by allowing us to
review this document in parallel with DOE.
expediting finalization of the Decision Document and in otner
steps necessary to avoid possible problems with prompt
implementation of the IM/IRA and the related NPDES Permit.

We will

cooperate 1in

If you have questions or would like to discuss the progress
of this effort, please contact Bill Fraser (EPA) at 294-1081

Joe Schieffelan, CDH
Dave Norbury, CDH
Norma Castaneda, DOE
Gail Hill, DOE

Bob Shankland, EPA

DOCUMENT CLASSIE

Sincerely,

Uod— -2

Martin Hestmark, EPA

Manager

Rocky Flats Project

—REVIEW WAIVER
CLASSIFICATION OFFICE
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Pond Watus renagement T/
z IRA
Draft Deaiaiog.gggment

EFA comments on the subject document are presented below.
They bave been divided into General Comments ccpzvering technical
and procedurwl issues that arfect geveral portioms of the
document:, and specific comments on errxors and contradictions ig
particular subgecticns, We fsql the ganeral comments warrant
discussion among the parties, so suitable resolutions can be
reached without ::i:;ted subaittals. Note pleass that we have
cdtted edito 'suggestions, recognising the time pressuze
under which the document was prepared. A thorough edit to

readability and cornect grammar appears hecessaxy

throughout 24 part ef tha praeparation of a final version.

Seneral Comeents

1., Tt appearas DOR is still confused ahout the process by which
milegtones are get under the ING. Please refsr to ouxr letter o
Rovember 18, 1993, and to Paxagraph 150 of the IAG for a correct
explanstion ‘of sh'f 8 procesRu, and nots that the IAG did not need
to be formally "amended® for the November 23, 1393 due date fo:

, thig dogument to be establighed and enforceable, We appreciate
youxr efforts in meeting this date, snud find that the document
gubmitted -congtitutes an acceptable draft and thersfore meets the
first IN/IRA milestone. Dateg for gubseguent milegtones now must
bhe gat, with submittal of a Draft ¥Final NDocument for
Agency Teview or to publie comment, and contisuing through
submittal of Filoal IM/IRA and the Respongiveness Supmary and
their relemse to the Public. Implenentaticn milastonaes can then
be set for implementation as appropriate for ths selacted
action(s). We would liks ‘to see DOX's proposed gchedule and
milestonas a3 scon as possible, ac problexms like those
experienced with the Draft milestone can be avoided.

2. The Dovunent does not address the landflll oeep, or suy how
or when it could properly be addregsed cutside this affort. Thim
igmoxes specific Qirection given in the scuping meetings. There
is no justificacticn for voatending that actions under this TM/IRA
must be *Yndspendent of OU Actions®. The NCP gays they need to
be "consistent®, a very different thing. The use of tha

. t* criteria leads directly to coacluding thexe is
nothing that can be doms to prevent contamination of tha ponds
Arguing that contzolling dirmct inflows of contamimated leachate
is not part of pond managewent is ridiculous.

3. The Document makes no provisicns for discontinuing use of
the upper ponds for ruatine spill coptrvl. Agalo, f{a:mtina‘
aplu‘zerthismaﬁ?itwtozmwmum ed
gooping. Indefinite contimuation of this practice is not
ean Water Act Pxovisicns and therefore
Thrashold, Criteria and Prismry Scxeen #3 an
the Document and does not meet cbjective #2 (Seetiom 1.3). It

gb‘
i
gﬁ
.
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muat therefora be rejected wnd a qifferemt action proposed for
Spill control. BSeveral of thoss developed and passed through
screening appear appropriate.

4. Woila the gbjectives of the progrum have been acuurately
stated, the concept of risk is incorrectly applied as a
justizication for inasticn., The gingle-pathway risk analysis
presented is inappropriate asd migleading. It does not provide
an adequate basis for the statementg mads that risk im within the
acceptable range, as the range applies to raisks for all complete
pathways to a given receptor,

5. The repeated references mada to the problems caused by not
having tha propoeed Draft NPDES permil are noted. ERA is doing
averything possible to expedite this process. Wa expect to have
the Draft Permit out for Rermittee reviaw by January 1, 1994.

Spacific Conments

1. Ssctiagn 2.2.2.3 - A brief discussion of the findings of the
recently-co eted sero discharge gtudies and what actions will
be taken to lement: them should be imcluded.

2. fSection 2.3 - Groundwater seepage and future releases from
buil as a result of tzansition/DsD activities must be
included as potential.scurces.

3. Searion 2.3.1 - Tha machanism for coordinmation with the
Indugtrial Arsa IM/IRA ahould be described, apd it should be
demonstratad that these efforts will fit togather properly.

4. Chapter 3 - Wby not just call them ARARe? That's what they
are. Cbscuring that fact behind the pame *Benchmark® doesan't
change anything,

5. Begtion 4.0 -~ Assumptiou #4 contradicts Objective #2.

6. Secgtion 4,1.1.2 - The EPA oriteria requires compliance with
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS).

7. &actlon 4.3.2 - Criteria #3 should read, "Is the option
consistent with OU actions?® Criteria #4 should read, "Can the
opticn ba implementad within two yearsi®

8. Baction 4.1.3 - The Screening Criteria have been carefully
crafted wad then broadly, and in some cascg seleotively, applied.
Thamt:esultiathatthslcopeandnngeozﬁotont action is
largely limited by dasign to things that are airesady being done.:
This tas resulied in some very promising optioms being tbrown
ocuts, EKPFA rag:o;:‘ we vere not invited t:hgu::icipa::' 12 mttls: nave
screaning, as ¢t spent responding to ge commen

beau saved. WHe beliave a digscussion of the’ screening as reported
here would be useful. ‘s

BEST AVAILABLE CCPY
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9. Secticn 4.1,4 - Risk reductiom is improperly used as a
screening criterion. Maeting cbjectives and complying with ARARS
are the important guestions.

10, gaction 4.3 - The fagt that contamination can be traced te
an QU does not put it outside the scope of this IM/TRA; quite the

ita. If it ig getting intg tha . it ig within scope,
especially if a souzrce can be idemtified, therefore facilitatiag
poseible respenses., Modificationm to the ether IM/IRA Decisior
Doguments (they aram not RODs) can he done very simply. This ig
RO reascn to avoid early action to prevent further contaminatica
of the ponds and/ox possibls downstream discharges.

11.  Section 4.3.5 - The foundation drain water dischargaes
reprpgent ona of gevaral types of digcharges which will pass from
the of respousidility of the TA IM/IRA to the Pondg IM/IRA.
It must bes clearly deinonstrated that where these two efforts come
together,  they will metch.

iz, W - We :i'o mbl:ngo make aa:;y aens: outgeot t.hé:
argumen appears circolmr contradioto L} wvay the
scre-niné was dona on most othex opticus. ¥

13. 'Secticn 4.8.1 - In at least one case, a sSeep is knownr to be
2 dlrect spurce of pond contamination., There may be ather such
ingtances, and monitoring of them should be included as neoessyry
ad tely monitor the ponds and provide a basis for
mte:mug £ actiom' to comtro)l them is acoessary.

14. Table 4.2 - W2 would like to go over this table with
LOR/BQ&G. Thexe azu a gumbex of choices zeflectud hore, whioh we
either do not understand or disagree with.

15. gection 5.1.€ - This.section mnst include a discussion of
how, when, and in what form the monitoring information will be
reparted to the rvwgulatory agenaies and the public.

16, Segtion 5.1,.7 - Agaix, the contention tbat there is no rigk
is incarrect, imappropriate, and izrelevant. Several of the items
on this list do not to mac¢h the Option descriptions
presented earliex, like cleaning the SID, PFlease explain the
disczrepancies.

17. gection £.2 - We need a proposed schedule foxr completion of

the Dacision Document. Please note there is no ROD exacuted for

IM/IRAs. This Decisionm Document, when final, serves to doCument

what actions will ba taken, as a ROD will do when final decisions
are made for the varioums OUs,
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